In a recently completed research project (Lips-Wiersma, 2002) on the influence of spirituality on career behavior, the tensions and paradoxes in their stories struck the research participants and myself. Enacting spiritual belief in daily living was perceived to be complex. It was often invoked by the shadow, the messy, and negative rather than, or as well as, the positive, tidy, and straightforward aspects of life and work. This did not mean research
Geroy referred to a paradox for workers who-although desiring to give voice to their beliefs-are hesitant to express their spirituality because of fears of offending peers and management. Many thoughtful solutions and useful teaching aides were offered in response to these paradoxes. However, I was left wondering whether education, research, and application of spirituality and management would benefit by reflecting on the dilemmas inherent in paradoxes a bit longer as "paradoxes themselves raise important questions about human motivation, individual and organizational action, the nature of decision making and the problem of change" (Kets de Vries, 1980, p. 1) .
Paradox is increasingly utilized in management literature (Handy, 1994; Kets de Vries, 1980; McKenzie, 1996) and is also referred to as tensions (Senge, 1990) ; dilemmas (Hampden Turner, 1990) , competing values (Quinn, 1988) , dialectics (Mitroff & Linstone, 1993) and dualities (Evans & Doz, 1992) . "One of the essential postulates of this emerging school of organizational analysis is that such opposites are not 'either/or' choices (reminiscent of conventional contingency theory) but dualities that must be reconciled or dynamically balanced" (Evans, 1997, p. 2) . Within the realm of education the Socratic method, which accommodates conflict and contradiction, has been used to invite students to challenge their assumptions and create new dimensions of knowledge.
It is suggested that a paradox framework shifts the notion of managing from modern definitions based on planning and control to coping-its original meaning (Handy, 1994) , which, in turn, may enable more dramatic changes in managers' (and students') understanding and behaviors (Lewis, 2000) . In a context in which teaching is often still largely didactic and does not problematize knowledge itself (Fournier & Grey, 2000) , the exploration of paradox as a pedagogical tool seems especially relevant as it pushes students to question knowledge that oversimplifies and overrationalizes complex, continuously changing, and ambiguous phenomena, such as spirituality. Although teaching processes that have used paradox (such as the Socratic method) have been very successful, they often have been driven by Logos to the exclusion of other ways of knowing (Laszlo, 2001) . In my view, spirituality by its very nature holds the tension between reason and intuition, critical evaluation, and appreciation or enthusiasm. In the final section of this article I therefore include suggestions for intellectual and spiritual learning as a result of engaging with paradox.
The next sections outline several apparent contradictions that have emerged from literature on spirituality and management. These are followed by suggestions for assisting students to engage with paradox.
THE PARADOX OF APPROPRIATE ENDS AND MEANS
A wide range of potential organizational benefits (in terms of enhanced performance of integrating spirituality and work) are suggested in current literature, all of which are directly or indirectly assumed to enhance organizational performance and increase efficiency and effectiveness. These include increased creativity and intuition (Biberman & Whittey, 1997; Neck & Milliman, 1994) ; improved ethical behavior (Maclagan, 1991) ; more and better leadership (Conger, 1994; Nevard, 1991) ; stronger, more cohesive vision and purpose (Kahnweiler & Otte, 1997) ; enhanced team performance (Hawley, 1993; Henson, 1991) ; and ongoing organizational change, learning, or transformation (Bartunek & Moch, 1994; Dehler & Welsh, 1994; Frost & Egri, 1994; Louis, 1994; Neal, Bergmann, & Banner, 1999; Porth, McCall, & Bausch, 1999) .
At the same time this literature suggests that individuals bring, or want to bring, to work meaning that goes beyond narrow definitions of success and material advancement (Maynard & Mehrtens, 1993) , and includes purposes such as community building (Hawley, 1993) , self-realization (King & Nicol, 1999) , ecological awareness (Lee, 1991) , and service to the wider community (Osterberg, 1993; Neal et al., 1999) . It is however significant that organizational benefits of drawing on the spirituality of its members are more often discussed than individual, community, or environmental benefits, and this brings us to a paradox of appropriate ends and means.
On the one hand a core assumption of spirit-at-work literature is that "spirituality seeks fundamentally to get beyond materialist conceptions of meaning" (Vaill, 1991, p. 13) . Moreover, some of this literature questions the fundamental purpose of business that contributes to more material well-being: "Much of our work isn't necessary at all: It makes nothing of value, contributes to nothing essential, changes nothing, or does so only for the worsemeaning that the work only contributes to further alienation from ourselves, from the earth, and thus from the holy" (Thorpe, 1998, p. 7) .
On the other hand, within the spirit-at-work field there seems to be a concern that if spirituality is not linked to something tangible in terms of positive material outcomes for the organization, it may never be taken seriously by business: "Spirituality may well be the ultimate competitive advantage. However herein lies a fundamental paradox: those who practice spirituality in order to achieve better corporate results undermine both its practice and its ultimate benefits" (Mitroff & Denton, 1999, p. xviii) . Implicitly or explicitly this paradox seems currently to be resolved by arguing that spirituality and profit can go together. Mitroff and Denton (1999) wrote that embracing spiri-tuality "produces world-class products and services," and "greater profits" because it is "the source of all productivity and creativity in the workplace" (p. xxii).
The paradox of appropriate ends and means assists in defining the shape of the principles, values, and meanings that make up the concept of spirituality in relation to management. Mitroff and Denton (1999) suggested that having the right intention is part of a definition of spiritual practice. This asks questions about how we evaluate what the right intention may be and also whom we involve in deciding on this. Another underlying principle seems to be that profit and spirituality can go hand in hand. What if data show that by increasing spirituality, profit is actually decreasing? Is it still worth pursuing a workplace spirituality agenda?
There does not seem an easy way to resolve the paradox of appropriate ends and means, but to widen our hearts and minds we may need to change the question from "How does spirituality serve business?" to "How does business serve spirituality?" The implications of this may be much more revolutionary than simply applying spirituality to existing ways of being and doing as it asks questions about the spiritual purpose of the organization itself. Furthermore, integration with the increasing body of social responsibility of business literature that questions the assumption that the primary purpose of business is to make a profit may aid to extend our hearts and minds. We can also draw on more critical approaches to management and management education (Mingers, 2000) that makes distinctions between a performative intent (Lyotard, 1984) , that is, the intent to develop and celebrate knowledge that contributes to the production of maximum output for minimum input and a nonperformative intent that may well have some intention to achieve (e.g., to achieve a better world or to end exploitation, etc.) but does not connect this to maximum financial gain (Fournier & Grey, 2000) .
The paradox of appropriate ends and means needs to be made explicit as it assists us to further define the principles that make up spirituality in relation to management and shapes our teaching and research content as well as spiritual practice in organizations.
THE PARADOX OF AUTHENTICITY
It is often suggested that integrating spirituality and work will assist individuals in addressing the negative effects of a lack of meaning in their lives resulting in separation and fragmentation which "leaves one feeling dry, unfulfilled and unhappy, and is often experienced as a profound absence or vacuum in one's life" (Cavanagh, 1999, p. 186 Underlying the themes of this book is the premise that the workplace today . . . provides one of the most important sources of community. In contrast to fifty years ago, many more communities existed to support us: the extended family, the civic community, the church or temple. Many of these are in a sad state today. . . . I wonder whether employees are not bringing to their work organizations, consciously or otherwise, some of those same needs for family, for community, and for spirituality. (p. xiv)
On the one hand it is well established that the organization and its leaders have significant influence on the values that individuals enact in their work and that meaning is coconstructed. On the other hand existential psychologists such as Becker (1973) suggest that meaning is inauthentic (and therefore meaningless) if others provide this meaning for us. Becker (1973) commented on the danger of the "engineering of meaning." "The search for meaning is a personal experience; individuals must come to feel and believe, from their own life experiences, that what they are doing is truly meaningful, even though, paradoxically, this feeling can emerge from a genuine encounter with others" (p. 73).
Some of the promises of early organizational culture literature that ring similar to current spirituality, management literature, and critical evaluations of organizational culture as a provider of (existential) meaning are relevant to the paradox of authenticity. Ray (1986) suggested that-similar to spirituality and management literature-an underlying premise of organizational culture literature is that ties to community and church have weakened and people's affiliatory needs are not being met. These losses of ties have led to a concomitant loss of meaning in individuals'lives. She suggested that because meaning is something that everyone desperately needs, individuals will sacrifice a great deal to institutions that supply it, and this sacrifice has the potential to be misused. Willmott's (1993) concern with organizational culture application is that it sets out "to win the 'hearts and minds' of employees: to define their purposes by managing what they think and feel and not just how they behave" (p. 516). Wilmott places the rise of what he calls corporate culturalism in the context of the rise of consumerism, materialism, and individualism. He suggested that these-coupled with raised expectations about the quality of working life, economic threat, and a growing moral vacuumcreate fertile ground for a brand of management theory that presents a recipe for economic and moral recovery by promising employees "meaning as well as money" (Peters & Waterman, 1982, p. 323 although the promise of corporate culture is to relieve feelings of frustration and depersonalization it can only add to these feelings as it is cultural control itself that creates these feelings. Wilmott suggested that individuals ultimately see through this and start behaving in a self-alienating manner in which they adhere to the basic rules of the culture while distancing themselves from its underlying values.
The paradox of authenticity again invites us to further define the shape of the principles, values, and meanings that make up our spirituality. Is spirituality primarily defined through positive practice, or do we also need to inquire into some of the potential shadow sides of spirituality and management? Is there a possibility of spirituality becoming another externalized motivational or control tool "promising meaning as well as money" that individuals will eventually see through? Whose spirituality are we enacting in the organization: that of all organizational members, or that of those who have the formal power? Can we ask employees to commit their hearts and souls to purposes that they do not codetermine? In embracing the paradox of authenticity, students as future managers or researchers may be encouraged to address these questions while investigating how organizations can support the individual in expressing his or her spirituality in an authentic way.
THE PARADOX OF UNITY
Some suggest that drawing on or introducing spirituality in organizations will lead to greater unity: "They [people operating from a spiritual paradigm] would be more likely to trust others, share information and work in concert with teams and co-workers to accomplish mutual objectives" (Biberman & Whittey, 1997, p. 88) . Others express potential for disunity: "The result of this intense compound of traditions and attitudes makes spirituality almost undiscussable in grouping where the various belief systems of members are unknown. It feels risky, awkward, and the point of doing it is always in question" (Vaill, 1991, p. 11) . This paradox highlights underlying questions and assumptions. Vaill raised a question about whether spiritual practice is similar regardless of the particular belief system. We may want to explore whether and under which individual and organizational conditions our practice is unified with our beliefs. We may also want to explore the implications of the possibility of members of the organization having (a) the same belief but different practices; (b) different beliefs but similar practices or (c) different beliefs and different practices to understand the holistic nature of "unity in diversity." Furthermore, some of the current literature on spirituality and management implicitly draws on a unitarist view of power in that questions of power are downplayed and the consensual aspects of organizational life are emphasized by suggesting that drawing on spirituality leads to cohesive vision, teamwork, and mutual benefits. However, what may be spiritual practice to some may not be spiritual practice to others, and if this is the case it is likely that the person who has more formal power is more likely to practice his or her beliefs. For example, one of the participants in my research, who is a community support officer, struggled with the fact that his orthodoxChristian superior had decided not to fund the annual gay parade, based on his spiritual beliefs, whereas the research participants' beliefs were that this would be a good cause to contribute to as it enhanced mutual understanding. Last, there may be an assumption that our spiritual belief is always expressed in spiritual practice, that is, that our deeds are unified with our beliefs. All of the issues raised in relation to the paradox of unity ask questions about how we evaluate spiritual performance. Beyond differences in spiritual belief, there are also cultural differences influencing how the individual prioritizes his or her belief set. King and Nicol's (1999) review of spirituality and work literature shows that a common thread in this literature is a focus on self: "We found a common thread in the writings of many authors (e.g., Covey, 1989; Mitroff et al., 1994; Morris, 1997; Neal, 1997) . In general, they refer to the spiritual journey as a process of focusing within, in order to gain awareness of self" (p. 235). Although this may be an accurate reflection of Western culture, for collectivist cultures, spirituality is likely to be expressed primarily through serving others and through building relationships with others. For example, one of the Maori (the indigenous people in New Zealand) participants in my research chose a job-in which he felt he could marry the strengths of Maori and European New Zealanders together-over a more interesting job where he could become part of ongoing professional development programs, earn more money, and have more influence. These outcomes were less important to him than serving others. Although it could be argued that self-and other-oriented paths toward enlightenment can coexist, and that an inner journey leading to greater self-awareness is likely to enable us to serve others, the organizational rewards systems are more likely to reward and reproduce self-oriented forms of spirituality. Culture does not only influence choices around paid work, but also its relative importance to other life roles. A Pacific Island research participant questioned the centrality of paid work in relation to spiritual development. She wondered whether we would practice spirituality if we spend less time on paid work and more with our (extended) families.
Again the paradox of unity may assist us to further define the shape of the principles, values, and meanings that make up our spirituality. Beyond acknowledging differences in spiritual belief, their influence on work practice-the paradox of unity-also creates awareness of different cultural per-spectives that influence spiritual belief. Furthermore, it may create awareness of how Western belief systems, such as the Protestant work ethic, are shaping current work practice in relation to centrality of paid work and the moral virtue of hard work and increasing productivity (Beder, 2000) . The paradox of unity may inspire us as well as our students to widen our hearts and minds by drawing on theory on diversity in organizations. Students, as future practitioners, may learn to acknowledge diversity in spiritual belief systems and become aware of belief systems that are currently already shaping our management practices.
THE PARADOX OF DEFINITION
In most articles on applied spirituality, difficulties in defining the concept of spirituality are identified, followed by authors attempting to define the topic (e.g., Harlos, 2000; Kahnweiler & Otte, 1997; Samuels, 1998) . Identifying common elements, such as values (Milliman, Ferguson, Trickett, & Condemi, 1999) or purpose (Mitroff & Denton, 1999) in addition to making the distinction between spirituality and religion, are typically suggested as ways to resolve the paradox of definition (Harlos, 2000) . Harlos described the "paradox of definition" in trying to define the undefinable. I am not quite sure whether what Harlos described is a paradox in the true sense of the word as our struggle to define spirituality may not be in response to dilemmas, dualities, or competing values, but rather a response to a very high level of complexity. However, in staying with what Harlos called the paradox of definition a little longer, we may want to consider why we are concerned with defining spirituality-why the distinction between religion and spirituality is important and how, if we focused on the differences in the various definitions rather than their commonalities, we may widen our hearts and minds in response to the paradox of definition.
Defining spirituality can be viewed as a response to the critical positivist and the logical empiricists (of which there are often remnants within ourselves) who describe religious and spiritual language as a "conglomerate of imprecise and meaningless statements" (McLean, 1994, p. 200) , and use this as a justification to not inquire any further into the concept. Many of us, however, are driven to do this work, in spite of the many difficulties we face in bringing rigor to an area of study that is saturated in subjectivity. However there is a concern that precise definitions as provided by various religious doctrines have historically also been perceived as being exclusive, and clergy and other religious scholars offering these definitions often have been criticized for their rigidity of attitude, narrowness of vision, and intolerance toward differing points of view (Nakhjavani, 1990) . At the same time many Lips-Wiersma / SPIRITUALITY AND PARADOX 127 of the inclusive definitions using such phrases as "higher powers," "deeper human needs," "human essence," and "expressing one's whole self," have been said to "bring one no closer to knowing just what it is that is being said or advocated." Furthermore, using definitions that draw on commonalties, such as values, do not particularly distinguish spirituality from other concepts. We may value being the best criminal the world has ever seen, or we may value power over others, but these are not usually seen to be spiritual values. Spirituality, in itself, is based on principles of what we consider to be good and bad. A closer examination of some definitions shows the complexity of the issue. Spirituality has been described, among many other things, as "that human striving for the transforming power present in life; it is that attraction and movement of the human person towards the divine" (Dale, 1991, p. 5) . Or as any religious or ethical value that is concretized as an attitude or spirit from which one's actions flow (Aumann, 1980) , a response to a deep and mysterious human yearning for self-transcendence and surrender (Benner, 1988) . Or as finding meaning and purpose in our lives as well as living out one's set of deeply held personal beliefs (Neck & Milliman, 1994) . Some of these definitions give more emphasis to the personal, or "God within," others to "a beyond," some emphasize the inner experience, others emphasize influence on action or behavior. Some acknowledge a God, others a divine or universal force. Some see spirituality as a striving, a gift, a yearning, and others as a responsibility. Each of the definitions chosen-whether overtly acknowledged-says something about the ontology of the author. Moreover, this ontology also implicitly shapes the distinction that is made between spirituality and religion. For example, Burgess (1996) wrote, "There is a definitiveness in religion which spirituality feels the right to call into question. . . . There is a vulnerability and responsible freedom in spirituality which can be seen as threatening to accepted, systemized truth" (p. 44). As a person who belongs to a religion, I may argue that, in my experience, being part of a community of like-minded individuals and adherence to certain religious laws is precisely what allows me to experience not only the freedom but also the inspiration to evaluate systemized truth. I do not argue that Burgess or myself is right or wrong, but rather that in addressing the paradox of definition our own ontology needs to be made explicit, and we need to acknowledge that our ontology shapes our teaching content and strategies.
In defining the shape of the principles, values, behaviors, and meanings that make up our spirituality, we may also want to draw on additional theories, such as various qualitative research methodologies in which the need to articulate one's ontology and epistemology is explained in depth. In giving voice to our ontology we can empower the students to give voice to theirs and challenge us from a diverse range of perspectives. This, in turn, may encourage students as future managers or researchers to be able to articulate their own spiritual beliefs more precisely and be aware of the diversity and richness of the spiritual beliefs of others, including employees and those participating in their research.
ENGAGING WITH PARADOX
Although highlighting apparent contradictions inherent in current literature on management and spirituality, I did not offer ways of managing these or provide my own perspective on how to reconcile these. The aim of this article is not to be prescriptive but rather to assist the teacher to create awareness of these paradoxes. This final section makes suggestions on how to engage with paradox by enhancing self-awareness as well as theoretical understanding in relation to management and spirituality. Lewis (2000) , in an extensive overview of management and paradox literature, found three interrelated means by which to engage with paradox: acceptance, confrontation, and transcendence. I suggest these are helpful in outlining the different choices to students of how one can engage with paradox and provide an example of each in relation to the paradox of definition.
Acceptance-learning to live with paradox-may offer a sense of freedom (Schneider, 1990) or detachment, as we accept that some things just cannot be resolved. In relation to the paradox of definition, for example, we may have to accept that we cannot arrive at one definition that is sufficiently inclusive and sufficiently meaningful. Acceptance of not knowing goes beyond an intellectual understanding of complexity and can be explored in relation to virtues, such as humility and detachment. This, in turn, aids self-awareness and understanding of the future management role.
Confronting paradox involves identifying and discussing underlying logic or assumptions by which actors may subject their ways of thinking to critique, thereby raising their chances of escaping paralysis (Ford & Ford, 1994) . In relation to my previous example of the paradox of definition we may want to invite students to write down their definition of spirituality and compare this to the definition of fellow students. We can invite students to become aware of similarities and differences and invite discussion on how these are likely to inform spiritual and management practice. Confronting differences prepares students for the realities of management-including management that draws on spirituality-by exploring conflict in relation to virtues (such as tolerance) as well as spiritual purposes (such as personal growth) that includes knowing how to value and respond to differences in opinion.
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Transcendence implies a change in the meaning attributed to a situation as paradoxical tensions become views as complementary and interwoven (Lewis, 2000) . It is a leap that transcends ordinary logic (Rothenberg, 1979) . In their article "Making the Quantum Leap: Lessons From Physics on Studying Spirituality and Religion in Organizations," Fornaciari and Lund Dean (2001) make a compelling case for transcending the paradigm currently employed for social scientific research, including accepted language, measurement techniques, and data analysis. For example, in relation to our paradox of definition, Hayes (1984) suggested that dualistic language, in which we make distinction between the world of matter and that of spirit, may need to be transcended by language that includes more behavioral aspects of spirituality. By adding a spiritual perspective we can, furthermore, explore transcendence in relation to Taoism or other forms of religious mysticism that suggest that dualism does not reflect spiritual reality as all of creation is an unbroken whole of perfection, and it is often human intellect and empirical reductionism that divide.
Transcending paradoxes prepares students for the realities of management by developing a more complicated repertoire of understandings and behaviors that better reflects organizational intricacies (Quinn, Kahn, & Mandl, 1994) . In inviting students to engage with the paradoxes described previously, the teacher may ask the students to use each of the three means of managing paradox. A second step-enhancing spiritual developmentcould be to ask them to evaluate how these approaches have advanced their intellectual and spiritual understanding in relation to appropriate ends and means, authenticity, unity, definition, and their understanding of themselves.
Accepting, confronting, or transcending paradox is not easy. Students are likely to experience anxiety, frustration, joy, and exhilaration in engaging with paradox. I therefore encourage teachers to repeatedly engage the students (and ourselves) in discussions about the purpose of our physical existence. As Thomas Moore (1994) argued, widening of the heart is essential to taking care of the soul. In addressing the difficult, the shadows, and the contradictions, we define and articulate the shape of the principles, values, meanings, and behaviors that make up our spirituality. Against this background, engaging with paradox not only is an important management skill but enables us to better understand and therefore enact our spirituality with positive benefits for ourselves and, hopefully, society at large.
